


































retaining good employees by trying to accommodate their 
needs, rather than forcing them to leave due to 
inflexibility. New policies need to be sensitive to 
workforce diversity issues such as different cultural 
holidays. 

2. Pilot a Telecommuting Project 
Telecommuting has been gaining more popularity in the 
workforce. Telecommuting involves the use of alternate 
worksites such as working at home and often times it 
includes the use of a computer and telephone for 
completing work and communicating with the normal 
worksite. The goal of telecommuting is to provide a 
flexible workplace to employees for a variety of 
personal or work related reasons. Secondary goals are 
to reduce pollution, traffic, and fuel consumption, 
since some participants may reduce their amount of 
driving to and from work. The DNR should pilot a 
telecommuting project to determine its feasibility 
within this organization and to outline the most 
effective approaches. Much information is available 
from a pilot study done by the Pollution Control Agency. 

3. Offer Seminars on Work/Life 
Noontime seminars dealing with work/life should again be 
offered in the central off ice and should be made 
available to outstate employees. The wellness 
committees may be a good mechanism for coordinating the 
work/life training. Also, supervisors must be trained 
on work/life issues to make them aware of the 
conflicting pressures placed ori employees, to acquaint 
them with work options that could reduce stress while 
maintaining productivity, and to make them aware of 
department policies on work/life. 

4. Develop Strategies for Dealing with Aging Issues 
Strategies and options should be presented to the 
Department of Employee Relations on ways to effectively 
utilize our older workers and to provide the necessary 
incentives to retain them in the workforce. 

5. Develop and Distribute Resource Lists for Work/Life 
Needs 
Resource lists of childcare and eldercare services 
should· be prepared and made available to employees. The 
lists could incorporate existing community listings. 

V. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION 

A. TASKFORCE'S PRIORITIES 
The taskforce believes all of the five aforementioned major 
areas of recommendation are important. The taskforce members 
advocate that at least one action be started in each of the 
five 
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B. IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
After the Commissioner's Management Team and the Unit Heads 
have reviewed the recommendations, the next step is to 
prepare an implementation plan. The plan would include a 
listing of actions, priorities, proposed completion dates, 
and responsible person(s). 

C. IMPLEMENTATION ACTION TEAM 
An implementation action team is essential and we advise that 
it be established as soon as possible. ·The Workforce 2000 
taskforce members feel strongly that an implementation team 
is necessary to ensure that those recommendations are 
addressed. They propose that the Affirmative Action 
Director, the Human Resources Administrator, the Chair of the 
WF 2000 Project and one CMT member be jointly responsible for 
overseeing the overall implementation and individually 
responsible for particular actions. The reason for this 
approach is that the Affirmative Action Director and his 
committee have been involved in some of the aforementioned 
recommendations. Human Resources should be involved in many 
recommendations because of their current staffing 
responsibilities. The Chair of the WF 2000 project and the 
taskforce are quite familiar with the new perspectives in the 
recommendations. Ideally, some WF 2000 taskforce members 
could be involved also, to work on several recommendations. 
Having four positions made responsible for the implementation 
will also ensure that there is appropriate coordination among 
all of the groups. It may also be appropriate to have a 
Management Improvement Committee member serve as an ad-hoc 
member to this group to advise on strategies for 
implementation. The exclusive representatives should be 
updated periodically on the status of the implementation. 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR EVALUATION OF PROGRESS 

A. EVALUATION PHASE 
It is important that an evaluation phase is built into the 
implementation program to determine which efforts have been 
successful, which efforts have been less than successful, and 
what additional efforts may be needed. The evaluation will 
be based on accountabilities and priorities. Responsible 
persons for the evaluation stage would be the Affirmative 
Action Director, the Human Resources Administrator, the Chair 
of the WF 2000 project, and a member of CMT. It may be 
helpful to include WF 2000 taskforce members in this process. 

B. PROGRESS EVALUATION 
Possible ways to evaluate progress are as follows: 

1. survey employees now to provide for baseline data, and 
survey them periodically in the future; 

2. review the composition of our department's workforce 
each year and analyze trends, and look for increases in 
total numbers or upward distribution of females and 
minorities into supervisory or management positions; 
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3. review turnover rates each year, and analyze them to 
identify any problem areas or trends; 

4. analyze exit interview information to identify any 
problem areas; 

5. keep records of applicants and the number with passing 
grades in the various examinations and compar~ them with 
previous examinations; 

6. each year, evaluate the number of individuals utilizing 
flexible work options, such as flextime, part-time work, 
and telecommuting; 

7. each year, review the number and outcome of sexual 
harassment and discrimination complaints, and compare 
information with previous years; and 

8. each year, determine how many recommendations have been 
implemented, how many remain to be implemented, and 
identify additional ones. 

VII. CONCLUSION 

The taskforce and committee members have worked hard to understand 
the issues and to develop prac,tical and pertinent recommendations. 
These recommendations are intended to serve as a guide for 
management in preparing for Workforce 2000. The taskforce urges 
DNR's management to be proactive in implementing these 
recommendations so that the DNR will have a full and qualified 
workforce for the year 2000 and beyond. In so doing, it is 
important that Human Resources and the Affirmative Action Program 
be properly staffed and prepared to help DNR managers address 
these issues. 
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Appendix A 
DEMOGRAPHIC SECTION 

The 1990 census has lead to numerous articles on the changing racial and 
ethnic diversity of the U.S. The percent of the U.S. population made up 
of minorities has increased to 19.7%, with Blacks making up 12.1% of the 
U.S. population; Americ.an Indians, 0. 8%; Asians, 2. 9%, and Other, 3. 9%. This 
means that 80. 3% of the U.S. population is white. Persons of Hispanic origin 
(who may be of any race) are 9% of the U.S. population. 

While the minority population of the U.S. has grown to almost 20%, two-thirds 
(34) of the states have minority populations of 20% or less (19 states have 
minority populations of 10% or less) (Figure 1) . The states with the highest 
percent of white residents are the New England States, the North Central 
States and the Rocky Mountain States. The percent of residents who are white 
ranges from about 30% in the District of Columbia and Hawaii to 99% in Vermont. 

,o 

Figure 1 

Percent of 1990 U.S. Population that is White 

Percent White 

19 -- 90.0 to 98.6 
15 !::::::::::::::::::::) 80.0 to 89.9 

11 ~ 70.0 to 79.9 
4 El 60.0 to 69.9 
2 0 29.6 to 59.9 

U.S. Average .. 80.3 



As in other states, the minority population is Minnesota is growing .. However, 
Minnesota remains one of the whitest states in the U.S. Minnesota is tied 
with Idaho for seventh as having the highest percent of white residents 
( 94. 4%) . Minnesota's minority population (5. 6%) consists of Blacks (2. 2% 
of the Minnesota population), Asians (1.8%), American Indians (1.1%), and 
Other (0. 5%) . Persons of Hispanic origin (who may be of any race) make up 
1.2% of Minnesota's population. 

Even though Minnesota's minority population is increasing, most Minnesota 
counties have few minorities. Almost two-thirds (55) of Minnesota's counties 
have 2% or fewer minorities, almost one-third (27 counties) have minority 
populations of 1% or fewer (Figure 2) . The percent of residents who are 
white varies from 77% in Mahnomen county to 99.7% in Murray county. 

Figure 2 
Percent of 1990 Minnesota Population that is White 

Percent White 

27 111111 99.0 '° 99.9 
28 !:::::::::::::::::::~ 98.0 to 98.9 

27 ~ 90.0 '° 97.9 
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Just like the state, the DNR is predominantly white. Of the 3019 permanent 
employees of the DNR during December, 1990, 97% were white. Only 87 of DNR' s 
permanent employees were minorities. Minority employees of the DNR were 
American Indian (1.5%), Hispanic (0.6%), Black (0.4%), and Asian (0.4%). 
(Note: the DNR, and other state agencies, record Hispanics as a race. This 
differs from the U.S. Census where Hispanics can be of any race.) 



DNR' s workforce is distributed across the state. The DNR has at least one 
employee living in every county except Red Lake County (Figure 3) . The 
distribution of DNR' s 87 minority employees is more limited (Figure 4) . The 
statewide distribution of minority DNR employees is due primarily to the 
45 American Indian employees. The 18 Hispanic employees live in 5 counties 
plus the Metro area; the 13 Blacks in 2 counties plus the Metro area; and 
the 11 Asians in 4 counties plus the Metro area. Outside of the Metro area, 
most DNR minority employees do not live near other DNR minority employees. 

Figure 3 

DNR Employees 
by Home Zip Code 
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Figure 4 

Minority DNR Employees 
by Home Zip Code 
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Because the number of minorities is so small, it is difficult to describe 
their employment in the DNR other than in broad terms. Appendix C lists 
employment in the DNR by race (and also sex and handicapped status) for each 
work unit, region, union, hours worked, employment condition, and payroll 
status. Full time, unlimited appointments for minorities and whites are 
comparable (67% & 63%, respectively) . However, a larger percent of 
minorities are in the non-professional unions (craft-maintenance-labor, 
service, clerical, and insufficient work) than whites (54% vs 45%) . 

In addition to being predominantly white, the DNR's workforce is also 
predominantly male ·(67%) . While 73% of the mal~ employees have full time, 
unlimited appointments, only 44% of the female employees have full time, 
unlimited appointments·. In addition, the vast majority (78%) of the female 
employees are in the non-professional unions (craft-maintenance-labor, 
service, clerical, and insufficient work) 'compared to the 29% of male 
employees who are in the non-professional unions. 



Total Sex 

Male 

DNA Workforce 12/1990 
(Number & Percent) 

EEOC 
American 

Female I lndlan Black Caucasian 

Appendix B 

Handicapped 

Asian Hispanic I Yes No Department 

Department 3019 (100.0) 12030 (67.2) 989 (32.8) I 45 (1.5) 13 (0.4) 2931 (97.1) 11 (0.4) 18 (0.6) I 171 (5.7) 2847 (94.3) 

Division 

Administration 161 (5.3) 61 (37.9) 100 (62.1) 4 (2.5) 1 (0.6) 155 (96.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.6) 7 (4.3) 154 (95.7) 
Forestry 613 (20.3) 411 (67.0) 202 (33.0) 9 (1.5) 0 (0.0) 600 (97.9) 3 (0.5) 1 (0.2) 38 (6.2) 575 (93.8) 
Parks & Recreation 713 (23.6) 391 (54.8) 322 (45.2) 12 (1.7) 2 (0.3) 695 (97.5) 1 (0.1) 3 (0.4) 43 (6.0) 670 (94.0) 

Waters 116 (3.8) 86 (74.1) 30 (25.9) 0 (0.0) 2 (1.7) 113 (97.4) 1 (0.9) 0 (0.0) 5 (4.3) 111 (95.7) 
Enforcement 200 (6.6) 178 (89.0) 22 (11.0) 8 (4.0) 1 (0.5) 191 (95.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 8 (4.0) 192 (96.0) 
Field Services 42 (1.4) 30 (71.4) 12 (28.6) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 42 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (9.5) 38 (90.5) 

Wildlife 261 (8.6) 212 (81.2) 49 (18.8) 1 (0.4) 1 (0.4) 259 (99.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 13 (5.0) 248 (95,.0) 
Fisheries 375 (12.4) 327 (87.2) 48 (12.8) 4 (1.1) 1 (0.3) 367 (97.9) 1 (0.3) 2 (0.5) 22 (5.9) 353 (94.1) 
Engineering 56 (1.9) 50 (89.3) 6 (10.7) 1 (1.8) 1 (1.8) 54 (96.4) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (3.6) 54 (96.4) 

Trails & Waterways 116 (3.8) 93 (80.2) 23 (19.8) 2 (1.7) 0 (0.0) 114 (98.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 4 (3.4) 112 (96.6) 
Northern Service Center 20 (0.7) 15 (75.0) 5 (25.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 19 (95.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.0) 1 (5.0) 19 (95.0) 
Financial Management 18 (0.6) 5 (27.8) 13 (72.2) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 17 (94.4) 0 (0.0) 1_ (5.6) 0 (0.0) 18 (100.0) 

Human Resources 20 (0.7) 3 (15.0) 17 (85.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.3) 18 (94.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 20 (100.0) 
Records & Office Services 6 (0.2) 5 (83.3) 1 (16.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (16.7) 5 (83.3) 
Minerals 79 (2.6) 55 (69.6) 24 (30.4) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.3) 77 (97.5) 1 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 7 (8.9) 72 (91.1) 

Management Systems 19 (0.6). 9 (47.4) 10 (52.6) 1 (5.3) 1 (5.3) 16 (84.2) 0 (0.0) 1 (5.3) 3(15.8) 16 (84.2) 
Southern Service Center 15 (0.5) 13 (86.7) 2 (13.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 14. (93.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (6.7) 2(13.3) 13 (86.7) 
Special Programs 6 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 6 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 6 (100.0) 

MN Conservation Corps 6 (0.2) 4 (66.7) 2 (33.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 5 (83.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (16.7) 0 (0.0) 6 (100.0) 
Real Estate Management 33 (1.1) 11 (33.3) 22 (66.7) 2 (6.1) 1 (3.0) 28 (84.8) 1 (3.0) 1 (3.0) 2 (6.3) 30 (93.8) 
Planning 27 (0.9) 13 (48.1) 14 (51.9) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 25 (92.6) 1 (3.7) 1 (3.7) 0 (0.0) 27 (100.0) 

Information & Education 32 (1.1) 9 (28.1) 23 (71.9) 1 (3.1) 0 (0.0) 30 (93;8) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.1) 3 (9.4) 29 (90.6) 
Ecological Services 41 (1.4) 33 (80.5) 8 (19.5) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 38 (92.7) 2 (4.9) 1 (2.4) 2 (4.9) 39 (95.1) 
Fish & Wildlife Admin 13 (0.4) 6 (46.2) 7 (53.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 12 (92.3) 0 (0.0) 1 (7.7) 0 (0.0) 13 (100.0) 

License Center 31 (1.0) 10 (32.3) 21 (67.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 30 (96.8) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.2) I 4(12.9) 27 (87.1) 



Department 

Department 

Region 

Northwest ( 1) 
Northeast (2) 
Central (3) 

Southwest ( 4) 
Southeast (5) 
Metro (6) 

Central Office 

Union 

Law Enforcement · 
Craft-Maintenance-Labor 
Service 

Clerical 
Technical 
MN Govt Engineers 

MN Assoc Professionals 
Middle Management 
Confidential 

Insufficient Work 
Severed MS 179 
Managerial 

Total Sex 

Male 

DNR Workforce 12/1990 
(Number & Percent) 

EEOC 
American 

Female I lndlan Black Caucasian 

Handicapped 

Asian Hispanic I Yes No 

3019 (1 oo.o) 12030 (67.2) 989 (32.8) I 45 (1.5) 13 (0.4) 2931 (97.1) 11 (0.4) 18 (0.6) 1111 (5.7) 2847 (94.3) 

552 (18.3) 391 (70.8) 161 (29.2) 16 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 532 (96.4) 1 (0.2) 3 (0.5) 38 (6.9) 514 (93.1) 
559 (18.5) 422 (75.5) 137 (24.5) 7 (1.3) 2 (0.4) 547 (97.9) 1 (0.2) 2 (0.4) 24 (4.3) 535 (95.7) 
577 (19.1) 349 (60.5) 228 (39.5) 7 (1.2) 1 (0.2) 567 (98.3) 2 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 38 (6.6) 539 (93.4) 

314 (10.4) 232 (73.9) 82 (26.1) 3 (1.0) 0 (0.0) 311 (99.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 12 (3.8) 302 (96.2) 
223 (7.4) 165 (74.0) 58 (26.0) 3 (1.3) 0 (0.0) 220 (98.7) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 10 (4.5) 213 (95.5) 
150 (5.0) 104 (69.3) 46 (30.7) 2 (1.3) 1 (0.7) 145 (96.7) 0 (0.0) 2 (1.3) 8 (5.3) 142 (94.7) 

644 (21.3) 367 (57 .0) 277 (43.0) 7 (1.1) 9 (1.4) 609 (94.7) 7 (1.1) 11 (1.7) I 41 (6.4) 602 (93.6) 

168 (5.6) 164 (97.6) 4 (2.4) 8 (4.8) 1 (0.6) 159 (94.6) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 7 (4.2) 161 (95.8) 
85 (2.8) 85(100.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.2) 0 (0.0) 83 (97.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.2) 11(12.9) 74 (87.1) 

602 (19.9) 359 (59.6) 243 (40.4) 9 (1.5) 2 (0.3) 587 (97.5) 1 (0.2) 3 (0.5) 37 (6.1) 565 (93.9) 

403 (13.3) 42 (10.4) 361 (89.6) 10 (2.5) 3 (0.7) 381 . (94.5) 0 (0.0) 9 (2.2). 25 (6.2) 377 (93.8) 
296 (9.8) 278 (93.9) 18 (6.1) 2 (0.7) 1 (0.3) 291 (98.3) 1 (0.3) 1 (0.3) 20 (6.8) 276 (93.2) 

33 (1.1) 31 (93.9) 2 (6.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 33 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (3.0) 32 (97.0) 

731 (24.2) 611 (83.6) 120 (16.4) 7 (1.0) 3 (0.4) 712 (97.4) 7 (1.0) 2 (0.3) 34 (4.7) 697 (95.3) 
301 (10.0) 262 (87.0) 39 (13.0) 2 (0.7) 1 (0.3) 297 (98.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.3) 18 (6.0) 283 (94.0) 

35 (1.2) 9 (25.7) 26 (74.3) .0 (0.0) 1 (2.9) 32 (94.1) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.9) 0 (0.0) 35 (100.0) 

271 (9.0) 104 (38.4) 167 (61.6) 6 (2.2) 0 (0.0) 263 (97.0) 2 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 14 (5.2) 257 (94.8) 
11 (0.4) 10 (90.9) 1 (9.1) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 11 (100.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (9.1) 10 (90.9) 
83 (2.7) 75 (90.4) 8 (9.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (1.2) 82 (98.8) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (3.6) 80 (96.4) 



Department 

Department 

Hours Worked 

Full Time 
Part Time 
Intermittent 

Total Sex 

Male 

DNR Workforce 12/1990 
(Number & Percent) 

EEOC 
American 

Female I lndlan Black Caucasian 

Handicapped 

Asian Hispanic I Yes No 

3019 (1 oo.o) 12030 (67.2) 989 (32.8) I 45 (1.5) 13 (0.4) 2931 (97.1) 11 (0.4) 18 (0.6) 1111 (5.7) 2847 (94.3) 

2285 (75.7) 1757 (76.9) 528 (23.1) 33 (1.4) 
667 (22.1) 245 (36.7) 422 (63.3) 12 (1.8) 

67 (2.2) 28 (41.8) 39 (58.2) 0 (0.0) 

10 (0.4) 2217 (97.1) 
3 (0.4) 647 (97.0) 
0 (0.0) 67 (100.0) 

8 (0.4) 16 (0.7) 132 (5.8) 2152 (94.2) 
3 (0.4) 2 (0.3) 36 (5.4) 631 (94.6) 
0 90.0) 0 (0.0) 3 (4.5) 64 (95.5) 

Employment Condition 

Unlimited 
Temporary 
Seasonal 

Payroll Status 

Active 
Leave - Layoff 

2128 (70.5) 1562 (73.4) 566 (26.6) 29 (1.4) 
25 (0.8) 14 (56.0) 11 (44.0) 0 (0.0) 

866 (28. 7) 454 (52.4) 412 (47 .6) 16 (1.8) 

10 (0.5) 2065 (97.1) 
0 (0.0) 24 (96.0) 
3 (0.3) 842 (97.2) 

7 (0.3) 16 (0.8) 126 (5.9) 2001 (94.1) 
1 . 94.0) 0 (0.0) 2 (8.0) 23 (92.0) 
3 (0.3) 2 (0.2) 43 (5.0) 823 (95'.0) 

2209 (73.2) 11634 (74 .. 0) 575 (26.0) 131 (1.4) 10 (0.5) 2144 (97.1) 8 (0.4) 15 (0.7) 1129 (5.8) 2079 (94.2) 
810 (26.8) 396 (48.9) 414 (51.1) 14 '(1.7) 3 (0.4) 787 (97.2) 3 (0.4) 3 (0.4) 42 (5.2) 768 (94.8) 



APPENDIX C 

TASKFORCE ACTIVITIES AND PRODUCTS 

As the taskforce members were learning about these topics, they 
performed various activities and tasks. They are as f~llows. 

1. Vision for Workforce 2000 
The taskforce's first activity was to develop a vision for 
Workforce 2000. They identified five major categories of 
desired change/focus to achieve their vision for Workforce 
2000. They were as follows: 

a. respect for individuals (recognizing the uniqueness of 
all individuals); 

b. workforce diversity (better represent the workforce· 
composition, and better represent protected classes in 
supervisory and management positions); 

c. effective human and resource management (be more 
responsive to a more diverse workforce and provide 
improved supervision); 

d. improved education for present and future workforce (the 
need to increase technical and.human relations skills 
and abilities of current and future workers); 

e. work flexibility (make options available for all 
employees for part-time, flextime, mobility and career 
options); and 

f. better communications (improve internal communications). 

2. Mission Statement. 
Another taskforce activity consisted of creating a WF 2000 
mission statement; this mission was stated earlier in the 
report. The taskforce defined their role as identifying 
issues, and recommending actions which will enable the DNR to 
accomplish the Workforce 2000 mission. 

3. Workforce/DNR Demographics. 
The taskforce members were interested in understanding 
details regarding workforce demographics, particularly, those 
of Minnesota and the DNR's workforce. Appendix B was 
prepared by Ron Sushak for the taskforce. 

4. Communication with the Exclusive Bargaining Representatives 
Early in the taskforce process, the Project Leader offered 
the exclusive bargaining represeµtatives the opportunity to 
be briefed on this project because they have a key role in 
determining current and future work practices. She met with 
many of the AFSCME labor-management committees, and she 
briefed M.A.P.E. at a "meet and confer" meeting. 



5. A Regional Support Group for Women 
Two taskforce members were involved in piloting a regional 
support group for women. They held three meetings and now 
they communicate on an informal basis. Future meetings will 
be held as needed. Their activities included Project Link, 
sponsoring a self-defense training class, community 
involvement activities, and looking into ways to share 
resources. 

6. Cultural Presentations 
Three taskforce members gave cultural presentations at 
taskforce meetings. Members found it very helpful to learn 
about diverse cultural backgrounds. 

7. Previewed Diversity Tapes 
The taskforce previewed a variety of diversity tapes to 
determine their appropriateness for the DNR. Also, the 
Training and Internal Communications Committee viewed other 

·videos for the same purpose. 

8. Attending Conferences and Training on Diversity 
The Project. Leader and taskforce members attended various 
workshops, conferences and speakers on relevant topics. 
Three members attended the midwest Diversity for Success 
Conference, and they shared highlights of this conference 
with other members. The Project Leader visited Hennepin 
County's Workforce Diversity training for supervisors. 

9. Speaker at Manager's Conference 
The taskforce members requested that workforce diversity be a 
presentation topic for the Manager's Fall Conference. The 
Project Leader arranged for Lamar Beasley, of the U. S. 
Forest Service's Taskforce on Diversity, to address our 
managers. He shared information on their taskforce process 
and the recommendations they made to affect movement towards 
a multicultural organization. 

10. Awards 
A new department award category was added for effective 
supervision. Included in its definition was that he/she had 
"taken specific actions to promote a diverse workforce". 
Also, workforce diversity was added to the manager's award on 
Affirmative Action. 

11. Sharing Information and Serving as a Positive Example 
Taskforce and committee members shared information with their 
unit's staff either formally or informally. This was 
accomplished through updates at staff meetings, casual 
conversations, arranging for pertinent speakers and, in some 
cases, giving a formal speech. Many members consciously made 
changes in their behaviors; in so doing, they provided others 
with a positive example of accepting and promoting diversity. 



12. Preparation of the Taskforce Report and Presentations to Top 
Management 
The committees worked on providing input to the 
recommendations contained in the report. The Project Leader 
wrote the report with the assistance of the Committee 
Chairs. The first draft was completed in December 1991. It 
was circulated to C-Tech/Commissioner's Council, the 
Affirmative Action Committee members, and to the Management 
Improvement Committee for comments. Then, a final report was 
written. 




